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The development of students’ epistemic beliefs about science is likely to be related to their past learning experiences but this 
relationship is not yet fully empirically explored and thus not clearly identified. The purpose was to investigate the structure and 
nature of epistemic beliefs about science held by Thai university students and to explore their relationships with the students’ 
previous learning experiences and other demographic variables. A 39-item questionnaire specifically developed to measure 
biology-related beliefs, Colorado Learning Attitudes about Science Survey for Biology (CLASS-Bio) (Semsar, Knight, Birol, & 
Smith, 2011), was administered to Thai undergraduate students (N = 388). The participants were asked to indicate how they agree 
or disagree with the statements on epistemic beliefs about biology and learning biology. A five-factor dimensional structure was 
identified for the beliefs about biology and learning biology through principal component analysis, yet the structure was 
complicated. One-way between-participants MANOVAs demonstrated that the epistemic beliefs were significantly different 
among the groups of students with different age, subject major, level of interest in biology, and level of liking of biology at those 
five identified factorial levels. The research findings suggested that individuals’ past learning experiences have an influence on 
forming and developing their epistemic beliefs about biology. In addition, confirming our intuitive views, the levels of interest 
and of liking toward the discipline appear to have the largest power in developing individuals’ beliefs. 
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1. Introduction 
Individuals’ beliefs about knowledge and knowledge acquisition have been extensively examined in various 
studies from different disciplinary perspectives over the last two decades. Hofer and Pintrich (2002) proposed the 
umbrella term “personal epistemology” to categorize this area of studies. Hofer (2004) defined personal 
epistemology as “a field that examines what individuals believe about how knowing occurs, what counts as 
knowledge and where it resides, and how knowledge is constructed and evaluated” (p.1). At least two different lines 
 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +66-2800-3574 ext.211; fax:+66-2441-9745. 
E-mail address: takayoshi.fuj@mahidol.ac.th 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
© 2012 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
Selection and peer-review un er resp sibility of Dr. Zafer Bekirogullari of Cognitiv  – Counselling, Research & o f re ce 
S rvices C-crcs.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
188   Takayoshi Fujiwara et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  69 ( 2012 )  187 – 196 
of research can be identified in this area; one focuses on the developmental aspects of personal epistemological 
theories, whereas another is concerned with the dimensional structure of epistemological beliefs (Chan & Elliott, 
2004; Hofer, 2001). The first approach suggests that “individuals move through a patterned sequence of 
development in their beliefs about knowledge and knowing” (Hofer, 2001). In the second approach pioneered by 
Schommer (1990), the epistemological belief dimensions were identified with a paper-and-pencil questionnaire. 
Schommer (1998) conceptualized the dimensions by naming the naïve extremes. Research has shown that students’ 
personal epistemology is associated with various aspects of their learning (e.g., Schommer, Crouse, & Rhodes, 
1992; Schommer-Aikins, 2004; Schraw, Dunkle, & Bendixen, 1995).  
In spite of all the accumulated studies by many researchers, it seems to the authors that one important facet of the 
personal epistemology has almost never empirically investigated: the developmental nature of the epistemic beliefs 
at the dimensional levels. Epistemic beliefs is likely to be related to the students’ past learning experiences, but this 
relationship is not yet fully explored, thus not empirically identified. This can be partially due to the different focus 
of interest of the researchers in the two separate lines of personal epistemology studies. While the first group of 
researchers is interested only in the developmental aspects, describing the nature of each stage, without considering 
the dimensional structure of the beliefs, the second group is more enthusiastic about examining the relations 
between individuals’ epistemic beliefs and various characteristics of their learning, without considering the 
developmental nature. This might be also related to the notorious challenge of measuring epistemic beliefs as 
pointed by DeBacker, Crowson, Beesley, Thoma, and Hestevold (2008). 
Since Chan and Elliott (2000) investigated the personal epistemology held by Hong Kong Chinese students, 
many researchers began to examine cultural variations of epistemic beliefs. This is manifested by an edited book 
recently published (Khine, 2008). Chan and Elliott (2004) indicated that findings from epistemological belief studies 
in non-American cultures led researchers to question Schommer’s results. Chan and Elliott (2004) considered the 
cultural effects as a plausible explanation of these findings. Hofer and Pintrich (1997) also argued that researchers 
need to examine the nature of personal epistemology of individuals with gender, ethnicity and cultural differences, 
pointing that cross-cultural studies of epistemological theories appear almost nonexistent at that time. Hofer (2006) 
further specified culture as a context that can be powerful in affecting beliefs. 
The discipline-specific personal epistemology has been in the limelight of many researchers over the last few 
years (Muis, Bendixen, and Haerle, 2006). In addition to the studies by psychologists, in the fields of science 
education research, measurement instruments for epistemic beliefs in three disciplinary areas (physics, chemistry, 
and biology) were recently developed by Weiner and his colleagues (Adams, Perkins, Podolefsky, Dubson, 
Finkelstein, & Wieman, 2006; Barbera, Adams, Wieman, & Perkins, 2008; Semsar, Knight, Birol, & Smith, 2011). 
All the three instruments share the main idea that good education should result in changes of students’ beliefs 
toward those of the experts. The measurement developers presumed that the students should become similar or 
closer to the experts in terms of what they believe about the subject area and learning the subject if they receive a 
good education. 
In this study, the relationship between biological epistemic beliefs and past learning experiences are examined. 
Instead of measuring the same participants’ epistemic beliefs two times, due to technical constraints, groups of 
students who were likely to have had different past experiences were compared in term of their belief strength at 
belief dimensional levels. The participants differed in terms of gender, age, subject major, high school type, interest 
in biology, and liking of biology. These variables were regarded as reflections of their past learning experience. This 
study addressed the two following research questions: 
1. What is the dimensional structure of the epistemic beliefs about biology and learning biology held by Thai 
university students? 
2. Are the beliefs different among groups of students with different demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, age, 




The participants (N = 388) were students studying at undergraduate degree programs at a state research-oriented 
university in Thailand. In the programs English was used as the medium of instruction in all the classes. This 
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particular characteristic was very unique and different from most of the regular degree programs offered by 
universities and colleges in Thailand, where all the classes are taught entirely in the local language, the Thai 
language. The participants were all Thai native speakers and of Thai nationality. In this group of 388 students, only 
291 students (75.0%) were included in the analyses, because of the following reason. The measurement instrument 
included one filtering item (i.e., item 33). The aim of this item was to check if the respondents were actually reading 
the statements. The statement in this item was: “Please select ‘agree (not strongly agree)’ for this question.” A total 
of 97 students did not choose “agree” in this item 33, and thus they were removed from the participants. All the 
following analyses concern only this group of 291 participants.  
The age of the participants (N = 291) was between 16 and 24 years, and the mean age was 19.44 years. 
Approximately 70% of the participants were either 18 years old (21.3%), 19 years old (25.8%), or 20 years old 
(20.6%). The female students were predominant (66.3%). Business administration majors, consisting of five 
separate majors, were the largest category (44.7%). Another separate major under this business administration 
program, tourism and hospitality management, was 12.7%, thus 57.4% of the participants in total were business 
majors. Science majors, consisting of seven separate majors, were the second largest category (32.6%). Among 
those science majors biological science was the largest group (17.9%) at the separate major level, followed by food 
science and technology (7.9%). The participants were divided into four categories based on their secondary 
educational backgrounds. The largest group was comprised of students who graduated from a regular local Thai 
high school (30.9%). This was followed by those who graduated from an international school in Thailand (29.2%). 
Students graduated from a high school outside Thailand (25.1%), mainly in an English-speaking country, were the 
third largest category. The fourth and smallest group (12.7%) was composed of students who graduated from a 
bilingual school in Thailand or a bilingual program in a local Thai high school, where the English or Thai language 
was used in the classrooms depending on the school subjects. 
 
2.2. Materials 
The biology version of the Colorado Learning Attitudes about Science Survey (CLASS-Bio) developed by 
Semsar, Knight, Birol, and Smith (2011) was used for this study to measure the participants’ beliefs regarding 
biology and learning biology. The CLASS-Bio questionnaire had 39 items in total.1 The statements concerned 
beliefs about one of the following four different areas: (a) learning biology; (b) the content of biology knowledge; 
(c) the structure of biology knowledge; and (d) the connection of biology to the real world. The participants were 
asked to indicate how they agreed or disagreed with the statements on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 5 
(strongly agree) to 1 (strongly disagree). Some demographic questions about age, gender, nationality, native 
language, biology courses previously taken at the university, etc. were also included at the end of the measurement 
instrument. 
3. Results 
3.1. Dimensional structure of the beliefs by principal component analysis 
The participants’ responses were analyzed by a principal component analysis in order to investigate the 
underlying dimensional structure of their beliefs about biology and learning biology. Prior to the principal 
component analysis, the suitability of the data for factor analysis was assessed. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 
sampling adequacy, KMO = .827, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, p < .0005, both supported the factorability of the 
data. In the Correlation matrix, many correlation coefficients were above .3. 
Through an exploratory principal component analysis (Varimax rotation), five factors were extracted. The five 
factors explained 36.95% of the total variance. Each of the five factors explained 17.96%, 6.08%, 4.91%, 4.12%, 
and 3.87% of variance, respectively. This number of factors was identified based on the following criteria. An 
inspection of the screeplot revealed a sharp break after the fourth component. Twelve components had an eigenvalue 
larger than one. Parallel analysis indicated that only five components had an eigenvalue exceeding the 
corresponding criterion value for a randomly generated matrix of the same size (38 variables x 291 participants). 
 
1
 The current version of CLASS-Bio reported in Semsar et al. (2011) has 32 items. In this study, a 39-item version retried on 29 January 2010 
from http://www.colorado.edu/sei/class/CLASS-Bio.html was used. 
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The interpretability of the factors was also considered before making a final decision about the number of the factors. 
All the five factors had a complex structure. Nevertheless, the five factors were labeled as follows: (a) Factor 1: 
Enjoyableness of Learning Biology (11 items, Į = .834); (b) Factor 2: Memorization of Knowledge (10 items, Į 
= .677); (c) Factor 3: Method of Learning Biology (8 items, Į = .659); (d) Factor 4: Difficulty of Learning Biology 
(5 items, Į = .454); and (e) Factor 5: Approach to Learning Biology (4 items, Į = .258). The number of items 
grouped together in each factor and the internal consistency reliability value are represented in parentheses next to 
the factor labels in the sentences above. Table 1 represents the five identified factors, together with the items 
constituting each factor. The numbers express the factor loadings of the items. 
 
Table 1. Dimensional Structure of Thai Students' Beliefs about Biology and Learning Biology 
 
Item  F1 F2 F3 F4 F5 
Factor 1: Enjoyableness of Learning Biology (11 items; Į = .834) 
18 If I had plenty of time, I would take a biology class outside of 
my major requirements just for fun. .730 -.159 .002 -.086 .084 
12 I enjoy figuring out answers to biology questions. .664 -.272 -.042 -.249 -.074 
34 My curiosity about the living world led me to study biology. .649 -.010 .288 -.111 .090 
27 I enjoy explaining biological ideas that I learn about to my friends. .641 -.154 .179 -.300 .098 
17 It is valuable use of my time to study the fundamental 
experiments behind biological ideas. .619 -.106 .168 .044 -.057 
35 I want to study biology because I want to make a contribution to 
society. .602 -.182 -.010 .145 .068 
2 I think about the biology I experience in everyday life. .571 .032 .189 -.070 .011 
24 
When I am not pressed for time, I will continue to work on a 
biology problem until I understand why something works the 
way it does. 
.530 -.204 .104 -.080 .129 
14 Learning biology changes my ideas about how the natural world 
works. .404 -.069 .367 -.072 -.064 
38 When solving a biological question, it helps me to picture where 
the process occurs in the organism or cell. .356 -.151 .147 -.228 .314 
1 It is possible to explain biological ideas with everyday language. .314 .086 .016 -.249 .143 
Factor 2: Memorization of Knowledge (10 items; Į = .677) 
30 Biological principles are just to be memorized. -.165 .572 -.282 .000 -.077 
29 I do not spend more than a few minutes stuck on a biology question before giving up or seeking help from someone else. -.127 .570 .039 .026 -.148 
21 If I get stuck on a biology question, there is no chance I'll figure it out on my own. -.116 .511 -.226 .350 -.085 
15 To learn biology, I only need to memorize facts and definitions. -.103 .508 -.188 -.052 .032 
6 I do not expect the rules of biological principles to help my 
understanding of the ideas. -.291 .458 -.070 .254 .101 
36 I am more interested in biological facts rather than the ideas 
underlying these facts. .320 .437 .017 .124 .214 
10 
If I don’t remember a particular approach needed for a question 
on an exam, there’s nothing much I can do (legally!) to come up 
with it. 
-.139 .432 -.034 .382 -.039 
32 For me, biology is primarily about learning known facts as 
opposed to investigating the unknown. -.057 .396 .207 -.271 .214 
11 
If I want to apply a method or idea used for understanding one 
biological problem to another problem, the problems must 
involve very similar situations. 
-.121 .376 .298 .211 -.033 
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23 There is usually only one correct approach to solving a biology problem. -.050 .353 -.182 .045 .207 
Factor 3: Method of Learning Biology (8 items; Į = .659) 
22 
When studying biology, I relate the important information to 
what I already know rather than just memorizing it the way it is 
presented. 
.068 -.162 .625 -.148 .180 
13 It is important for the government to approve new scientific ideas before they can be widely accepted. -.010 .222 .512 -.041 .073 
7 To understand biology, I sometimes think about my personal 
experiences and relate them to the topic being analyzed. .241 -.219 .490 .087 .021 
28 The general public misunderstands many biological ideas. .135 -.088 .471 -.012 -.160 
16 Reasoning skills used to understand biology can be helpful to 
my everyday life. .436 -.110 .464 .048 -.159 
20 There are times I think about or solve a biology question in 
more than one way to help my understanding. .275 -.309 .371 -.112 .011 
37 Logic and reasoning skills are not important for understanding biology. -.113 .298 -.367 .014 .313 
8 If I get stuck on answering a biology question on my first try, I 
usually try to figure out a different way that works. .292 -.260 .360 -.032 .355 
Factor 4: Difficulty of Learning Biology (5 items; Į = .454) 
31 Nearly everyone is capable of understanding biology. .125 -.032 .135 -.598 -.005 
4 Knowledge in biology consists of many disconnected topics. -.148 .079 -.173 .525 .309 
26 Mathematical skills are important for understanding biology. .217 -.048 -.003 .480 -.156 
5 When I am answering a biology question, I find it difficult to put what I know into my own words. -.356 .110 .167 .455 .063 
3 
After I study a topic in biology and feel that I understand it, I 
have difficulty applying that information to answer questions on 
the same topic. 
-.110 .201 .109 .398 .040 
Factor 5: Approach to Learning Biology (4 items; Į = .258) 
39 When I do not understand a biological question, I will draw it (e.g., on paper, whiteboards) to help myself understand it. .197 -.115 .069 -.018 .614 
9 To understand biology I discuss it with friends and other 
students. .165 -.040 .007 .029 .581 
19 The subject of biology has little relation to what I experience in 
the real world. -.034 .100 -.073 -.022 .412 
25 Learning biology that is not directly relevant to or applicable to human health is not worth my time. -.199 .314 .019 .092 .363 
Eigenvalue 6.826 2.311 1.866 1.565 1.470 
Percentage of Variance 17.964 6.083 4.910 4.119 3.869 
Cumulative Percentage 17.964 24.047 28.956 33.075 36.945 
 
3.2. Variations of the beliefs among groups of students 
A series of one-way between-participants MANOVAs was conducted to examine whether there was any 
significant difference in terms of the beliefs about biology and learning biology among the groups of students with 
different demographic characteristics. The mean scores of the five identified factors were used as the dependent 
variables. The participants’ various demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, subject major, high school type, 
interest in biology, and liking of biology) were the independent variables. In the following analyses, an alpha level 
of .05 was used for all the statistical tests throughout this study, except for those with a Bonferroni adjusted alpha. 
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted in order to assess normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate 
outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity. No serious violations were observed, 
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except for the following univariate outliers. A total of 32 participants were deleted, as they were considered as 
univariate outliers in one of the five dependent variables. 
3.2.1. Gender 
No significant difference was identified between the male participants (n = 83) and the female participants (n = 




The four following groups were compared: (a) a group of 16, 17, and 18 years old combined together (n = 82); 
(b) a group of 19 years old (n = 66); (c) a group of 20 years old (n = 52); and (d) a group of 21, 22, 23, and 24 years 
old combined together (n = 59). A significant difference was identified among the four groups of students with a 
different age on the combined dependent variables, F (15, 693) = 2.585, p = .001; Wilk’s Lambda = .861; partial eta 
squared = .049. When the results for the dependent variables were considered separately, a significant difference 
was identified only in terms of Factor 5 (Approach to Learning Biology), F (3, 255) = 8.270, p < .0005; partial eta 
squared = .089, using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01. A one-way between-participants ANOVA with post-
hoc comparison using Tukey HSD test disclosed that in terms of Factor 5, the mean score of the age group of 19 
years old (M = 3.424, SD = .443) was significantly different from that of all the other three age groups: the age 
group of 16, 17, 18 years old (p = .007, M = 3.168, SD = .448), 20 years old (p < .0005, M = 3.048, SD = .457), and 
21 to 24 years old (p < .0005, M = 3.059, SD = .573), using a Bonferronni adjusted alpha level of .0083. 
 
3.2.3. Subject major 
Six following groups were compared: (a) entertainment media production and communication design (n = 9); (b) 
social science (n = 15); (c) business administration (n = 113); (d) tourism and hospitality management (n = 31); (e) 
science and computer engineering, not including biological science (n = 45); and (f) biological science (n = 46). A 
significant difference was identified among the six groups of students majoring in different subject areas on the 
combined dependent variables, F (25, 926) = 2.493, p < .0005; Wilk’s Lambda = .785; partial eta squared = .047. 
When the results for the dependent variables were considered separately, a significant difference was identified only 
in terms of Factor 1 (Enjoyableness of Learning Biology), F (5, 253) = 7.965, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .136, 
using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01. A one-way between-participants ANOVA with post-hoc comparison 
using the Tukey HSD test disclosed that in terms of Factor 1, the mean score of the students majoring in biological 
science (M = 3.743, SD = .423) was significantly different from that of the business administration majors (p 
< .0005, M = 3.244, SD = .503), using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0033. 
3.2.4. High school type 
No significant difference was identified among the four groups of students educated in different secondary 
systems on the combined dependent variables, F (15, 677) = 1.016, p = .436; Wilk's Lambda = .940; partial eta 
squared = .020. The four groups of students compared in this one-way between-participants MANOVA were 
educated in one of the four different secondary educational systems: (a) in a regular local Thai school (n = 80); (b) 
in a local bilingual school or a bilingual program in a local Thai school (n = 34); (c) in an international school in 
Thailand (n = 76); and (d) in a school abroad outside Thailand (n = 63). 
 
3.2.5. Interest in biology 
Due to the small number of the students having a very low interest (i.e., at the lowest level) and a very high 
interest (i.e., at the highest level) in biology, we formed two new groups. The first new group was formed by 
merging students with very low and low interest in biology. Another group was formed by merging students with 
very high and high interest in biology. Thus, the three following groups were compared: (a) low interest in biology 
(n = 61); (b) moderate interest in biology (n = 88); and (c) high interest in biology (n = 108). A significant difference 
was identified among the three groups of students with different levels of interest in biology on the combined 
dependent variables, F (10, 500) = 16.808, p < .0005; Wilk's Lambda = .560; partial eta squared = .252. When the 
results for the dependent variables were considered separately, a significant difference was identified in all the 
factors except one factor: (a) Factor 1 (Enjoyableness of Learning Biology): F (2, 254) = 76.460, p < .0005; partial 
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eta squared = .376; (b) Factor 2 (Memorization of Knowledge): F (2, 254) = 11.135, p < .0005; partial eta squared 
= .081; (c) Factor 3 (Method of Learning Biology): F (2, 254) = 17.551, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .121; and 
(d) Factor 4 (Difficulty of Learning Biology): F (2, 254) = 17.171, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .119, using a 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .01. 
A one-way between-participants ANOVA with post-hoc comparison using the Tukey HSD test disclosed that in 
terms of Factor 1, the mean score of the students with low interest in biology (M = 2.908, SD = .410) was 
significantly smaller than that of the students with moderate interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 3.329, SD = .360) as 
well as than that of the students with high interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 3.712, SD = .455), using a Bonferroni 
adjusted alpha level of 0.16. In addition, the mean score of the students with moderate interest in biology (M = 3.329, 
SD = .360) was also significantly smaller than that of the students with high interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 
3.712, SD = .455). In terms of Factor 2, the mean score of the participants with low interest in biology (M = 3.087, 
SD = .406) was significantly larger than that of the participants with high interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 2.763, 
SD = .455). In terms of Factor 3, the students with high interest in biology (M = 3.873, SD = .383) had a 
significantly larger mean score than those with low interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 3.510, SD = .432) as well as 
than those with moderate interest in biology (p < .0005, M = 3.636, SD = .413). In terms of Factor 4, we observed a 
similar tendency as identified in Factor 3. The mean score of the students with high interest in biology (M = 2.712, 
SD = .453) was significantly smaller from that of the students with low (p < .0005, M = 3.128, SD = .458) and 
moderate (p = .001, M = 2.964, SD = .452) interest in biology.  
 
3.2.6. Liking of biology 
Two new groups were created by combining the students who do not like biology at all (at the liking level 1) 
together with those who do not like biology (level 2), and by combining the students who like biology very much 
(level 5) together with those who like biology (level 4). Therefore, we compared the three following groups: (a) the 
students who like biology a little (low level of liking) (n = 43); (b) those who like biology moderately (moderate 
level of liking) (n = 103); and (c) those who like biology much (high level of liking) (n = 110). The results were 
very similar to those of the independent variable of the interest in biology. A significant difference was identified 
among the groups of students with different liking levels of biology on the combined dependent variables, F (10, 
498) = 19.316, p < .0005; Wilk's Lambda = .519; partial eta squared = .279. When the results for the dependent 
variables were considered separately, a significant difference was identified in all the factors except one factor: (a) 
Factor 1 (Enjoyableness of Learning Biology): F (2, 253) = 87.427, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .409; (b) Factor 
2 (Memorization of Knowledge): F (2, 253) = 14.355, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .102; (c) Factor 3 (Method of 
Learning Biology): F (2, 253) = 19.748, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .135; and (d) Factor 4 (Difficulty of 
Learning Biology): F (2, 253) = 22.968, p < .0005; partial eta squared = .154, using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha 
level of .01.  
A one-way between-participants ANOVA with post-hoc comparison using the Tukey HSD test revealed that in 
terms of Factor 1 the mean score of the students with a low liking level of biology (M = 2.827, SD = .403) was 
significantly smaller than that of the students with a moderate liking level of biology (p < .0005, M = 3.260, SD 
= .378) and also from that of the students with a high liking level of biology (p < .0005, M = 3.733, SD = .424), 
using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of 0.16. In addition, the mean score of the participants at a moderate liking 
level (M = 3.260, SD = .378) was also significantly smaller than that of the participants at a high liking level (p 
< .0005, M = 3.733, SD = .424). In terms of Factor 2, the mean score of the students with a high-level liking of 
biology (M = 2.735, SD = .464) was significantly smaller than that of the students with a low-level liking (p < .0005, 
M = 3.114, SD = .428) and that of the students with a moderate-level liking (p = .001, M = 2.951, SD = .377). In 
terms of Factor 3, the mean score of the students with a high-level liking of biology (M = 3.878, SD = .443) was 
significantly larger than that of the students with a low-level liking (p < .0005, M = 3.477, SD = .470) and that of the 
students with a moderate-level liking (p < .0005, M = 3.614, SD = .318). In terms of Factor 4, the students with a 
high-level liking of biology (M = 2.689, SD = .433) had a mean score significantly smaller than the students with a 
low-level liking (p < .0005, M = 3.149, SD = .513) and those with a moderate-level liking (p < .0005, M = 3.023, SD 
= .429).  
4. Discussions and conclusions 
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This study identified a five-factor dimensional structure for Thai undergraduate students’ beliefs about biology 
and learning biology, yet the structure was complicated. The belief strength was significantly different among the 
groups of students with different age, subject major, level of interest in biology, and level of liking of biology at 
those five identified factorial levels. 
The first findings about the factorial structure suggest that the beliefs about biology and learning biology can be 
described in a dimensional structure, yet not in a clear-cut manner. This kind of factorial structure has also been 
identified for many other epistemic beliefs both at discipline-general and discipline-specific levels (e.g., Schommer, 
1998; Schommer-Aikins, 2004; Schommer, Crouse, & Rhodes, 1992; Schraw, Dunkle, & Bendixen, 1995). As 
observed in the authors’ past studies (Fujiwara & Phillips, 2006; Fujiwara & Phillips, 2007), the items intending to 
measure different aspects of the beliefs were empirically grouped together in this current study. Nevertheless, the 
results appear to exhibit the fundamental characteristics of the structure of the individuals’ epistemic beliefs 
regarding knowledge and knowledge acquisition. 
The second findings suggest that individuals’ past learning experiences have an influence on forming and 
developing their epistemic beliefs about biology. It is very likely that students’ past learning experiences are 
different if they were at different age, intend to major in a different subject area, and if their levels of interest in 
biology and liking of biology was different. Yet, the results were somewhat different from what was expected based 
on the results of authors’ previous studies. This current research unveiled that it was only the four demographic 
variables, that is, the students’ age, subject major, level of interest in biology, and level of liking of biology that 
could create the differences in the individuals’ beliefs about biology and learning biology. It appeared thus that 
different types of secondary school made almost no impact on the individuals’ beliefs, because the students 
graduated from the four different types of high school shared similar beliefs. Considering the potential differences 
among the types of schools examined in this study, which certainly lead to different learning experiences, this 
interpretation is counterintuitive. Instead, this result might possibly exhibit that the differences among the schools 
are very limited and in fact they share many or most things in common. This might be particularly true for biology 
learning. Yet, it is not possible for us to tell which interpretation is correct, because the differences or similarities 
among the different types of high schools were not empirically measured in this study. 
Out of the four demographic characteristics, the level of interest in biology and the level of liking of biology 
seemed to be more powerful than the age and subject major. In terms of all the five identified factors except one, the 
significant difference was identified among the groups of students with different levels of interest and liking. On the 
other hand, it was only in terms of one factor (i.e., Factor 5) that the 19-year-old students were significantly different 
from other younger and older students. In a similar manner, it was only in terms of one factor (i.e., Factor 1) that 
biology majors’ mean score was significantly different from that of the other two majors: business administration, 
and tourism and hospitality management. The results about the interest and liking are not surprising at all, and in 
fact it confirms our intuitive views about those independent variables. The levels of interest and of liking toward the 
discipline appear to have the largest power among the examined variables in developing individuals’ beliefs. The 
higher level of interest in biology and the higher level of liking of biology contribute to develop the individuals’ 
beliefs about biology. It is plausible to imagine that the students’ past learning experiences are related to these 
different levels of interest and liking, but it is impossible to identify the cause-and-effect relationship between the 
two variables. 
It is worth to note that those two independent variables had the same pattern of the relationships with the 
identified belief dimensions. The students with a high level of interest and a high level of liking scored significantly 
higher than those with a low level of interest and a low level of liking in Factor 1 and Factor 3. The pattern was 
opposite in Factor 2 and Factor 4. The participants who were not interested in biology and who did not like the 
discipline had a significantly larger mean score than those who were interested in biology and those who liked the 
subject. This result suggests that those two variables, that is, the interest and liking levels, help the students to 
develop their beliefs in a same direction cooperatively. With an exception of the two items with a negative loading 
(i.e., item 37 in Factor 3, and item 31 in Factor 4), a larger mean score always indicates that the participants 
exhibited a stronger agreement to the statement in the item. Thus, the students who liked biology and were interested 
in biology tended to agree with the statements significantly more than those who did not like biology and were not 
interested in biology as far as the items in Factors 1 and 3 were concerned, except for item 37. In Factors 2 and 4, 
the participants who liked biology and were interested in biology had a tendency to disagree with the statements 
significantly more than those who did not like biology and were not interested in biology, except for item 31. 
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Judging from the statements of the 11 items grouped in Factor 1 (Enjoyableness of Learning Biology) an 
agreement generally exhibits that the participants enjoy the learning biology and have positive attitudes towards 
biology and learning biology. In Factor 3 (Method of Learning Biology) the statements in the majority of the seven 
items principally concern the “preferable” ways of learning biology and the nature of the biological knowledge in 
relation to everyday-life experiences. Thus, an agreement to the statements in Factor 3 indicates the participants’ 
preference to certain “favorable” ways of learning and their endorsement of “correct” views about the nature of 
biological knowledge. Item 37 with a negative factor loading further endorses this interpretation. The statement in 
item 37 describes an “unfavorable” idea of learning biology. Thus, a disagreement to this statement exhibits the 
respondents’ rejection of the unfavorable view of learning. In Factor 2 (Memorization of Knowledge) the statements 
in the 10 items mostly describe the nature of biological knowledge, and the ways of learning in relation to this 
nature of knowledge. The views presented in the statements are generally not supported by biology teachers and 
experts. Thus, an agreement to the statements in Factors 2 means that the participants have not yet “developed” their 
beliefs and they still have “naïve” beliefs about biology, unlike the experts in the field. It also exhibits rather 
negative attitude toward biology and learning biology. In the five items grouped under Factor 4 (Difficulty of 
Learning Biology) the statements of the items mainly describe the difficulty of learning biology in relation to the 
nature of biological knowledge. Thus, an agreement of the statements in Factor 4 mainly manifests the participants’ 
difficulty to learn biology. Item 31 with a negative factor loading was quite different from the other items. In item 
31, the statement describes every ones’ capability of understanding biology. A disagreement to this item 31 thus 
shows the participants’ doubt about this ability. 
The finding regarding the age was somewhat strange. The mean score of the 19-year-old group was the highest 
among the four age groups in Factor 5 (Approach to Learning Biology), and significantly different from all the other 
(both younger and older) three age groups. In the five items grouted in Factor 5, various types of practical 
approaches to learning biology were presented, but both productive and counterproductive approaches were 
included. Considering that all the items had positive factor loading, a larger mean score does not necessarily exhibit 
a certain position or view as a whole. It is plausible that the individuals develop their beliefs and views about 
biology as they become older through various kinds of experiences, but this result implies that this development 
might not be linear and it could possibly be recurring. The finding about the major was also different from what was 
expected. It was only in terms of Factor 1 (Enjoyableness of Learning Biology) out of the five identified factors that 
biology majors’ mean score was significantly different from that of the other two majors. It suggests that only 
certain aspects of the biology majors’ epistemic beliefs about biology are different from other majors, while many 
other aspects are shared by all majors. One possible interpretation is that many of the biology majors had not yet 
fully developed the biology-related epistemic beliefs at the time of the survey administration. This might be due to 
the limited time already spent at the university. The participants had already spent a varying period of study at the 
university at the time of the survey administration. Yet, this aspect was not measured in this study. 
This current study empirically uncovered the structure of the epistemic beliefs about biology and learning biology 
held by the Thai university students as well as the beliefs’ variations among the students with different 
characteristics. Yet, it is necessary to acknowledge some limitations in this study. The first limitation is about the 
participants. The majority (59.8%) of the participants of this study was taking one of the biology classes at the time 
of this survey administration, yet the remaining students (40.2%) were not taking any biology class. We do not 
know whether these students previously learned biology for a certain period of time either at the high school or at 
the university. Their past experience of learning biology was not empirically measured in this study. Their biology-
related experience might not be sufficient to develop the beliefs about the subject and learning the subject. Another 
issue about the participants, as they were already discussed in the previous sections, concerns their previous learning 
experiences at their secondary school. This aspect of the participants was not directly measured. They were 
measured through other variables relating to the experience. Judging from the cultural differences, it is very likely 
that the students’ day-to-day learning and non-learning experiences are different in different types of schools 
examined in this study, yet it must be measured to empirically identify the differences or similarities. Without 
measurement, we do not know whether the participants had different school-related experiences in different types of 
secondary schools. Another limitation originates from the research design. Because of the technical constraints, the 
students’ beliefs were measured only once at the beginning of the 11-week trimester. This one-time only 
measurement does not directly indicate developmental aspect of the beliefs. Longitudinal studies with repeated 
measurements of the same participants will certainly clarify the relationships between the epistemic beliefs and 
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individuals’ past experiences. In spite of the limitations, this study empirically identified some essential nature of the 
epistemic beliefs about biology. In particular, confirming our intuitive views, the levels of interest and of liking 
toward the discipline appear to have the largest power in developing individuals’ beliefs. 
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